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L INTRODUCTION

The Small Cable Business Association ("SCBA") ﬁfes these Reply Comments to support
and expand upon the comments of the National Cable Television Cooperative, Inc. ("NCTC™)
filed in this docket ("NCTC Comments™). SCBA and its members are keenly interested in issues
raised in the NOI' concerning the pricing practices of non-verticaily inicgrated programming
providers. Many of SCBA's members are aiso members of NCTC. Drastic differentials in prices
for programming have made such association essential to survival: favorable pricing for large
MSQ’s significantly impacts small cable operators’ ability to compete. The problem is that non-
vertically integrated programming providers ignore the efficiencies of providing programming to
NCTC and tlatly refuse to negotiate with the Cooperative. Current Commission regulanons do
not protect small cable operators from these anti-competitive tactics.

SCBA is a grass-roots organization of over 340 members. More than half of them operate
systems with less than 1,000 subscribers. Neariy all of SCBA’s members have recently gained
long-awaited rate relief in the Eleventh Order on Reconsideration. Still, cost pressures, parti;:ular
programming cost pressures. continue to squeeze small operators. The Commission can ease this
economic bind by addressing the discriminatory practices of certain non-vertically integrated
programming providers.

These Reply Comments primarily focus on three critical, questions posed in the VOI

L. Should the program access rules be extended to non-vertically integrated program
providers™

[}

Have the nondiscriminatory rate provisions (e.g., the volume discount provision)
of the program access rules affected the competitive viability of small systems and

'Notice of Inquiry, CS Docket No. 95-61, FCC 95-186 (released May 24, 1993) ("NOI).

INOI 2t 9 90.



small system operators?’

3. Are there other practices of which the Commission should be aware regarding
program supply?*

SCBA submits an emphatic ves to each question. As discussed below, continuing
unjustified price discrimination by non-vertcaily integrated programming providers that
adamantly refuse to deal with NCTC seriously impacts the operating costs of small cable
operators. This consistent anti-competitive conduct by certain programming providers directly
collides with the policies underlying the 1992 Cable Act. The Commission can right this
continuing wrong by extending programming access rules 10 non-vertically integrated program
providers. |

In addition to the unjustified programming price discrimination descrived by NCTC and
in these Reply Comments, SCBA seeks Commission review of the requirement that NCTC
members must assume joint and several liability for the co-ops obligations. The impeccable
payment record of NCTC shows that this requirement is an unnecessarv burden on small cable
operators, a class of businesses whose monetary obligations. even contingent ones. are already
scrutinized with excruciating detail by creditors and potendal creditors. The joint and several

liability requirement serves no practical purpose and should cease.

Id

‘NOI at 9 91.
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IL NON-VERTICALLY INTEGRATED PROGRAM PROVIDERS CONTINUE
UNJUSTIFIED PRICE DISCRIMINATION AGAINSTNCTC AND SMALL CABLE
OPERATORS.

A Smail cable operators still face disproportionately high programming costs.
The Commission has recognized that small cable systems and small cable companies face
disproportionately higher costs than larger systems and MSO’s. The Commission has made many
steps toward rectifying the disproportionate burden of reguiation on small operators. most recently

in the Eleventh Order on Reconsideration. That rulemaking represents significant progress in

addressing the economic and financial predicaments of smaller systems. More remains to be

done, however.

providers refusing to deal with NCTC remains a serious impediment to small operators abilitv

c te.

Small cable operators are still faced with substantally higher programming costs for smail
cable businesses than larger companies. On average. larger companies (MSO’s) receive disc;ounts
ranging berween 97% and 10%.° As detailed in supplemental comments filed with the
Commission by the SCBA ecarlier this year, SCBA members are paying 354% more for
programming than large MSOs.* By way of example. an SCBA member was charged 54¢ for
ESPN compared to the 42¢ charged to a large MSO. Similarly. SCBA members are charged 19¢

for The Nashville Network zompared to 7¢ for a large MSO. These higher programming costs

* This conclusion is supported by research performed by Paul Kagan Associates in Cable
TV Programming, April 30 1992 at p. 4. '

Supplemental Comments of SCBA in Further Support of Interim Benchmark Adjusuments
for Low Density and Small Cable Operators, dated February 13, 1994, MM Docket #92-266.

-
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adversely impact the viability of small cable systems.

To address this problem, many SCBA members have joined NCTC. Still, many small
operators remain locked out from the benefits of the economies of scale that NCTC could offer.
Certain non-vertically integrated programming providers refuse to recognize and negotiate with
NCTC. Consider the following documented examples of unreasonai;le discrimination. Both
ESPN and the Nashville Network have refused to make their programming available to NCTC.
Worse vet, Group W Satellite Communications has informed the Co-op that it will not renew the
contract for Countrv Music Television ("CMT") that Group W acquired with the purchase of
CMT.” As further evidence of underhanded and anti-competitive conduct against NCTC. Group
W attempts to justifv its refusal to sell the Nashville Network to the Co-op by stating that it will
not transact with NCTC because the Co-op does not have an affiliate agresment with CMT.’
After Group W canceled the Co-op’s contract, of course it has no such agreement! This is
precisely the type of anti-competitive discrimination that the 1992 Cable Act and the Com.t_nission
have sought to eradicate.’

B. The restrictions on vertically integrated programmers have benefitted small
cable operators.

The 1992 Cable Act reflects Congressional concern over small cable operators and others

who were denied access ‘0. or charged more for, programming than large cable operators. The

L 4

See June 1, 1995 Group W letter, attached as exhibit 3.

See June 1, 1995 Group W letter, attached as exhibit 4.

? The Commission has stated that discrimination occurs when a vendor unreasonably refuses

to sell "to a class of distributors.” As clearly demonstrated. these discriminatory practices
continue to exist and harm small cable systems and their subscribers. See First Reporr and Order
at q L16.



. Senate Record contains testimony that small cable operators were consistently being denied access

to or charged more for programming services than large verticaily-integrated cable operators. In
order to address the complaints of small cable operators that programmers have unreasonably
discriminated against them in the sale of programming services, the 1992 Act and the
Commission’s rules require vertically integrated, pational cable programmers to make
programming available to all cable operators and their buying agents on similar price, terms and
conditions.'® Congress’ and the Commission’s efforts in this area have benefirted small cable.
Since the passage of the 1992 Act, the NCTC has successfuily entered into agreements
with virtually all vertically integrated program providers on behalf of its members, many of
whom are also members of the SCBA. For an exampile. on June 13, 1995, the NCTC entered
into binding contracts with Time-Warner and Viacom to sell their programming services to the
co-op. As explained in a news article:
The SCBA is extremely pleased that Time-Warner and Viacom signed.
binding agreements with NCTC. These companies have refused for eleven
years to sell their programming to the co-op. Due to the recent agreements
SCBA members will be able to obrtain programming on reasonable terms
and conditions for HBO, Cinemax, Show Time. The Movie Channel.
Nickelodeon. MTV, and VH-1."
Before this. both Time-Warner and Viacom had refused to deal with the NCTC as a
buying group for programming services. Rather, individual members were forced to purchase

directly from Wamer and Viacom. at substantially higher cdét. or be unable to otfer the top rated

programming services to their subscribers. Clearly, these programmers would not have dealt with

9 47 U.S.C. § 547. 47 C.E.R. §§ 76.1000-76.1003.

1See Exhibit 1.
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~ the NCTC and other buying groups but for the requirements imposed by the 1992 Cable Act and
the Commission’s rules. Unfortunately, this relief for NCTC and SCBA members remains
overshadowed by continuing discrimination by non-vertically integrated programming providers.

C. The restrictions on verticaily integrated programmers shouid be extended to
non-vertically integrated programmers. :

SCBA supports the comments of NCTC indicating that major program suppliers continue
to refuse to make their services available to small operators on fair terms through the NCTC.
The impact of this conduct is extensive. Currently, 8 of the top 25 cable programming services
are non-vertically integrated.”? By refusing to deal with NCTC, these programmers are forcing
smal] operators and their customers to subsidize the deep discounts offered to large MSOs. From
the financial standpoint of small operators and their subscribers, there is no difference between
being refused access to programming, or being overcharged bv a vertically or non-verucally
integrated programmer.

The SCBA has urged many of these non-integrated video program providers to follow the
lead of Time-Warner and Viacom by ending their unreasonable refusal to sell programming to
the NCTC. Recently the SCBA sent letters to Group W, The Disney Channei. ESPN, The Arts
and Entertainment Network, Lifetime, and the U.S. Network asking that they agree to sell their
programming services to the co-op.” The programmers refuse to respond. Consequently.
SCBA members and their subscribers continue to pay higher ra:esl for programming costs because

the NCTC is unreasonablv being denied the hugh volume discounts that large MSOs recetve.

MM Docket No. 92-264, April 4, 1995 at 7 13,

HSee Exhibit 2.



The refusal of certain programmers to negotiate with the NCTC is unjustified and
anti-competitive. The Commission has previously outlined legitimate reasons that could
conceivably prevent program providers from contracting with SCBA members and buying groups.
These include the possibility of: (i) parties reaching an impasse on particular terms; (ii) history
of defaulting on other programming contracts; or (iii) a preference not to sell in a particular
area.'* None of these legitimate reasons exist to justify the refusal of Group W and others to
deal with NCTC. NCTC already assumes responsibility for billing all its members and sending
one payment along with 1 complete report covering all systems to video program providers.
There is no valid reason for concern of financial performance by the NCTC. The NCTC has
never defaulted on other programming contracts. Similarly. it is impossibie for the parties to
have reached an impasse on a particular term since these programming providers have refused
to even enter into negotiations with NCTC. Finally, since NCTC mc:nbe;s inclu:de small cabie
operators nationwide, there can be no justfication for the programmer’s to refuse to seil based
upon a particular service area. Rather. large cable operators, and other providers such as DBS.
have used their market power to obtain huge programming discounts from program providers that
place smalil cable operators at a distinct competitive disadvantage.

Regulation of programming access has worked to benefit small cable operators and their
subscribers in the context of vertically integrated programming Jproviders. The Commission will
serve the fundamental principles of the 1992 Cable Act by extending restrictions on
discriminatory pricing to non-vertically integrated programming providers. This will foster

increased competition, expand services available to subscribers and help ensure that the costs ot

“First Report and Order at 9 116.



The refusal of certain programmers to negotiate with the NCTC is unjustified and
anti-competitive. The Commission has previously outlined legitimate reasons that could
conceivably prevent program providers from contracting with SCBA members and buying groups.
These include the possibility of: (i) parties reaching an impasse on particular terms; (ii) history
of defaulting on other programming contracts; or (iii) a preference not to seil in a particular
area.'* None of these legitimate reasons axist to justify the refusal of Group W and others to
deal with NCTC. NCTC already assumes responsibility for billing all its members and sending
one payment along with a complete report covering all systems to video program providers.
There is no valid reason for concern of financial performance bv the NCTC. The NCTC has
never defaulted on other programming contracts. Similarly. it is impossible for the parties to
have reached an impasse cn a particular term since these programming providers have refused
to even enter into negotiatons with NCTC. Finally, since NCTC members incluc:ie small cable
operators nationwide, there can be no justification for the programmer’s to refuse to sell based
upon a particular service area. Rather, large cable operators, and other providers such as DBS,
have used their market power o obtain huge programming discounts from program providers that
place small cable operators at a distinct competitive disadvantage.

Regulation of programming access has worked to benefit small cable operators and their
subscribers in the context of vertically integrated programming providers. The Commission will
serve the fundamental principles of the 1992 Cable Act bv extending restictions on
discriminatory pricing to non-verticaily integrated programming providers. This will foster

increased competition, expand services available to subscribers and help ensure that the costs of

“First Report and Order at 9 116.



those services remain reasonable.

II. THE COMMISSION’S JOINT AND SEVERAL LIABILITY REQUIREMENT IS
NO LONGER NECESSARY OR REASONABLE.

SCBA must also address here the Commission’s rule that a buying group seeking unitary
treatment from a programming vendor must require all individual members to agree to joint and
several liability."” NCTC's flawless payment record shows that this requirement is absurd. In
its eleven-vear historv the NCTC has neither been late nor missed a single payment to a video
programming provider. Under such circumstances. a requirement that members agres to be
jointly and severaily liable is unnecessary and commercially unreasonable.

The Commission’s statutory authority for this provision is based upon § 628(c)(2)(b) of
the 1992 Act which allows the commission to establish “reasonable requirements” for credit
worthiness and financial stability. [n view of the excellent financial performance of the NCTC.
the continued requirement of joint and several liability is no longer a rca$onable .requircment‘
Such required guarantes impact the already difficult process many SCBA members confront
when attempring to obtain financing. Many creditors, already skittish about small cable. view
co-0p guaranties with increased suspicion. SCBA asks that the Commission remove this
requirement trom its regulations and leave such contractual terms to the marketplace.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

SCBA supports NCTC’s call for Commission action on th; unjustified price discrimination

by non-vertically integrated programming providers. The Commission should extend the

prohibition of discriminatior: by vertically integrated programming providers to non-vertically

-

47 C.F.R. § 76.1300(b)(1).



imtegrated programming providers. [n addition, the Commission can discard the requirement of
joint and several liability for members of buying groups and leave such transactional terms to the

market place.
Respectfuily submitted,
Howard & Howard Attorneys, P.C.
By: %\,\' ( (/O\——\
. Eric E. Breisach
Christopher C. Cinnamon
James C. Wickens
\361\esb\schaveply, 728
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Small Cable Operators Support
S. 652 And Program Access

SCBA is pleased with the passage of S. 652 by the Seoate.

‘We congratuiate zil those Senators who Bave worked so
hard t0 craft 2 sensible telecommmications poiicy for the
215t Cenmry. especiaily Senators Pressier. Hollings, Dole.
Daschie and Lo

As among the smallest players in the teieccommricarions
industry, small cabie operators facs migue coucerns. We
are vexy pleased with the Senare’s accepance of SCBA'S
position ou rate reijef for small companies. We loak for-
ward 1 working with the Sexare and the House t© adopt 2
comprebensive policy framework which will allow these
CpEratcxs o cominue providing excellenr service tm the sab-
sexibers in their home towns.

SCBA was informed of the execurion of Sunal conmracts
negotiated by the Nadonal Cable Television
Cooperative (NCTC) with Tirne-Wamer and Viacom oun
June 15, shortly before the final vore oa S. §52. Ouce bmd-
ing coatracts were sigoed by both Time-Warger and Via-
com, SCBA believed that these major programmmers could
oo louger deny programming © smail operzors and their
consumers ou reasouable tenns and conditicns.

SCBA is exremely pleased thar Time-Warner 2ad Yiacom
had refzsed for eleven years w0 seil their programming w the
Cowop. These new agreements will enable SCBA’s members
to obtxn programmmng from the following seven services on
reasonable terms and conditions for the first time ever:

HBO
Cinemax
Showtime
The Mcvie Channei
Nickeioceon
MTV
VH-1

The meore reasonabie rates aow agreed to by Time-Warper
admeﬂlmmwﬂ:hugezzpmmmmcing
between large amd small cabie operators. These contracts

also elimnate the unrezsonable refusal by Time-Warner and
Viacom to deal with the Co-op.

SCBA is deeply
grazeful o ail those
Senators. on both
sides of the aisle,
wio have consistent-
ly supported pro-
gZram access o fair
termss for stmall cable
operators and their
comsumers. That
sapport was crucial
to bringing these two
giant mediz con-
glomerates to the
tahle with the Co-op.

SC3A gotes, how-
ever, that there are
still major program
sappliers who refuse
to make their services zvailabie 0 sall opesacors on fair
terms through NCTC. SCBA's sincere hope s that the hoid
ours zmong We “gom-verdcally {ntegrated” ;rogrammers
(ie. those who do oot own cable systezes) wiil zow do as
mOst other cable programmers and sell their srograrsming
to NCTC. While got subject to tte pregammisg provisions
of the 1992 Cable Act. Tiese compames viciate =e spiric of
that Act daily by refusing 1o deai with NCTC:

David D Kiniev

Groug W (Nashville Netwerk, County Music Teievision)
Capital Cities/ABC {SSPN, ZSFNZ)
The Disney Chanre!

Hears¥Capital CiliesNBC (Arts arg Srerminment)
HearsyAEC (Lifetime Teievisicn)
ParamcuntMCA (USA Netwerk, Sai-71 Channet)

Smazil operators ana their customess sacwld 20t De asked
to contmue subsdizng the hugs scousts mvea by these
companies o Big Cabie.

SCBA calls og these compazes 0 ‘ollow 3¢ lead of

Time-Warner and Viacem agd eod thewr wrueal 0 dex wth
soxall cable operators throues the Co-oc. ]

Repnnted from Independerrt Cable News v 198S
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SCBA

Snm&bhmm
“"""'n.f."am%w""m Y
delz'l”s "'ocootottc't""t"
LT TAA NS MITTAL MEMO
TQ:W g
Me. Dor Micmer e X %
Presidenc —r Y PHONE: 7
Group W Sarellire Communiczrions . RAX ¥
Samifoed, CT 06904 °
Desxr Mz. Mizzner

We have been informed that your company continues:to deny the progrmmming of The
Nashville Network and Country Music Tdevision to the Narional Cable Tdevision
Cooperarive, 2 program purchasing group for small cable operztors. During the Senate’s
comsidenation of S. GSZbcth.TmW:neranthcemda:dd to execute contracts with
the Co-op.

h@tofﬁsnwmwwﬁbewm&ecdmdamdeabmmﬂ
opexatogs’ continued dezermination to have ail program suppliers make their programming
gvailable to the Coop. On bebaif of its 370 member companies, the Smail Cable Business
Association cails on Group W to follow the lead of Time-Wamer and Viacom by ending
the unrezsomable refusal w sell your programming to-the Coop.

Sm:e:dy.

oy’

DwdD.

OfMioaxrs asd Exscotve Board Meombers
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July 12, 1995

Mz. John F. Cooke
President

The Disney Channel
3800 W. Alameda Avenue
Baxbark, CA 91505

Deax Mr. Cooke

We have been informed thar your company continues o deny the programming of The
Disney Channel to the National Czble Teevision Cooperative, 2 progeun purchasing
groap for stall cable opemtos.  During the Senare’s consideration of S. 652, both Tane-
Warner and Viacom decided m exerute conzracss with the Co-op.

hhdzofé&nwmmuhwm:headcdamdeabnmﬂ
opexxtoa’ continued determination t have all progmam suppliers make their programming
switable 1o the Co-op. On beimif of its 370 member companics, the Saxil Czbie Business
Amociation calls on The Disney Channel t®© follow the lead of Time Warner and Viacom -
by ending the unreasonable refirsal to sell your progeamming to the Co-op.

Stacerely,
%,,_.‘,//

David D. Kinley P
Chzirman

Ooxs and Execptive Sosrd Members
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July 12, 1995

Mz Steven M. Bornstein
President

ESPN, [ne

ESPN Plax
Beistol, CT 06010

Dexx Mz. Bornstein-

We bave been informed that your company continues 1 deny the programming of ESPN
and ESPNZ t the Nazional Cable Television Cooperative, 2 program purchasing group for
samil cable operatoss. During the Senate’s consideration of S. 652, both Time-Wamner 2nd
Viacom decided to exeaute congracs with the Coop.

In light of this, we thougit you would be interested in the encloved article zbout smail
opexaoss’ consinued determination o bave all progmm suppliess make their progmmming
available © the Coop. On bebsif of its 370 member compamies, the Small Cable Business
Associztion calls on ESPN, Ine. w follow the lead of Time-Warmer .nd Vizcom by ending
the unreasonable refusal © sell your progamming w© the Coop.

Sincerely,

A 2L

David D. Kinley "
D _

Offieurs 30d £xncutive Sanrd Mambuwrs
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‘‘‘‘‘ Judy 1Z, 1995

Me. Nickolas Davatzes

President

A & BEntertinment Network
- 235 E. 45th Streee, 10tk Foor

New York, NY 10017

Deax Mz, Davarres:

We bave been informed thar your company continues 1o deny the programming of Ars &
Entermzinment to the National Cable Tdevision Coopexmtive, 2 program purchasing group
for smail cable operors. Duxing the Senate’s considesmztion of S. 652, both Time-Wamer
and Viacom decided o exeaure contmces with the Co-op.

B In light of this, we thought you would be interested in the enclosed article abour smail
operaocs’ continued determination to have all progenm suppliers make their progmmming
swilable t the Coop. On bebaif of its 370 member companies, the Saxnll Cable Business
Association cails on the Arts & Entxrmzinment Network o follow the lead of Time-Wamer
and Viacom by ending the unrexscusble refusal 1o sell your progmamming m the Co-op.

. Sincerdy,

A

Otficxss sad Esccmtive Besrd Momivers
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July 1Z, 1995

Mz. Dougias W. McCormick

Presidens

Lifetime E ) Secvi

309 W. 49th Scxeee, 17dh Foor
- New Yok, NY 10019

Dear Mr. McCormick:

- ‘We have been informed that your company continues o deny the programming of
Lifetime to the Natioasl Cable Television Coopenxtive, 2 progmam purchasing group for
small able operatos. During the Senae’s considersrion of S. 652, both Time-Wamer and
Viacom decided to execute contracts with the Coop.

In light of this, we thought you would be interested in the enclosed articdle aboutsmzil
opexators’ continued detesmination © have all progrzam suppliess make their programming
available o the Coop. On behalf of its 370 member companies, the Small Cable Business
Association calls on Lifetime o follow the lead of Time-Warner z2nd Viacom by ending the
unreasonabie refusal to sell your progrxmming to the Coop.

Sincerely,

G T S
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Smail Cable ansAm

Knioy Simpesn Assaviss
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July 12, 1995

Ms. Kay Koploviz

President

USA Network

1230 Avenue of the Americas, 18tk Floor
New Yok, NY 10019

Dexx Ms. Koplovier

We have been informed that your company continues w deny the programming of USA
Network to the National Cable Tdevision Coopexztive, 2 progmm purchasing group for
stall cable opemarors. During the Senate’s consideration of S. 6§52, both Time-Warner and
Viacom decided to execute contracts with the Coop.

hlhhtoftbn.nd:mdzmwddbenmundmdmadmdandezb«umﬂ :
openators’ continued desermination to have all progezm suppliers make their progamming
available to the Coop. On behalf of its 370 member companies, the Small Cabie Business
Association calls on USA Network m follow the lead of Tame Warner and Viacom by
ending the unreasonable refuszt ™ sell your programming © the Coop.

David D. Xipley
Chairman
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Tone 1, 1995

Dear M. Bngixss

As requested, Sis wil confirm n ‘wrifing the stuement zade orally by Francis Leader of
Group W to you sz your Misy &, 1995 mesting with Ms Leader in Dallas. That statesaece
was thee Covary Misis Telsvisicn, foz &d 2ot zeend to renew e jexaxy 1, 1939
agreumenz expires on Decemnber 31, 1995, nor &id it Tmand to enter o 1 new or
repiacement agrvmment with NCIC relsting o distrthusion of the Country Music
Television progrem service by arthrough NCIC aftarthax daze.

Vey truly yours,
: . r
. Mark Melmick

e Micheel PradsiE, NCTC )
Francie Leader, Groap W .
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This is in response o < rapuest you mads 2o Ezncie Leader of Groop W = your Mzy 26,
1995 telephone comversation with Ms Lmder. Your request was 1 Group W
rezerate the quEifiations of Geoop W's semdmd U.S. cabie indostry The Nasheide
Neswork 2nd Caxxmery Music Tdevision 2EZxm-wids qoss-<sccxns srogram thae NCIC
does not musly. Yoo wid Ms Lesder in har comversation that yor needed those
qualifications restated t amix you iz undecsumniing why Groop W afffred NCIC i3
mwwsa&mmmmmmam

The qEicaions of Grocp W's sfffare-wide Gscount program thaz NCICT does oot

ity incinde the flows

L mmmﬁamm@mamdm
entered inzo with:Groap W on bezifl of he ovmer cf NN

A mc&cm;h!eawimaﬁnwﬁrmdm
exzered Ito with Groop W o beiail of the owner of OMT.

3. NCTC does not have CMT lowmse Ses, Sum which the CMT discocmss of the
2ffSste-wide program wocdd apply, ol = Grovp We standard mts card razes for
QMT. i .

Mmm.mmdm-*mmba\ccmrmwsm&
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S, Dessase NCTC lus 20 TN ssbwctibers, NCIC ‘commot mtinty the aliisto-wide
“W“uﬁ-ﬂnxmsmmw

nhhiﬁklﬂm (Bven if cos wers to lock 1z NN subsecibership of
the cabie opummogs t whish NCIC Swxibutes QMT, it has ot bee demenstraed
thee the TNNDasic rasio tst would be satixed.)

1 xaxt tmt the fiwegaing daiSes Sx 7ou why NCIC does nct qmlify for Groop W's
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Very wudy yoars,

P S B 4

Meark Makick

o=  Michosl Pamdzik, NCIC
Peancie Lesder, Groop W



